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Abstract 
A cohort of third-year preservice teachers (n=24) was given the opportunity to 
observe and participate in Studies of Society and Environment (SOSE) in primary 
classrooms through a series of school visits during a semester-long unit. These 
visits were designed to give preservice teachers opportunities to connect SOSE 
teaching theories studied in the university setting to SOSE teaching practices 
within schools. This study investigates the extent of the preservice teachers’ 
opportunities to observe SOSE teaching in the primary school. Responses from a 
survey showed that the majority of preservice teachers only agreed with 6 of the 
25 items associated with the six categories (personal-professional skill 
development, system requirements, teaching practices, student behavior, feedback 
to students, and reflection on practice). Written responses from the questionnaire 
concurred that most had not experienced SOSE teaching. Various issues are 
discussed around providing preservice teachers with SOSE teaching experiences. 
School executives, teachers and university staff need to be part of the process to 
ensure preservice teachers are receiving quality SOSE teaching experiences that 
will assist in their pedagogical development. A wider question is also raised 
through this paper. If preservice teachers are unable to experience quality SOSE 
teaching in school visits designed for such a purpose, does this signal a changing 
emphasis in education that leaves the social sciences and humanities off the 
education agenda?    
 
Keywords: Society, environment, preservice teachers, university-school collaboration, 
school experiences, democratic education  
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Introduction 
John Dewey argues that education is primarily concerned with developing reflective, 
thoughtful citizens (2007). For Dewey, educating children for democratic citizenship is the 
very cornerstone of education. He argued for an approach to education that didn’t prepare 
students for their future contributions to society but one where education should mirror 
society and reflect society by its very nature. Hence, according to Dewey education should be 
foundational upon the real world and the curriculum should have a real world focus. His 
theories of democratic education underpin the SOSE curriculum but they also raise the 
important question about what schools are primarily concerned with. Put another way, what 
is the core business of education if not to create reflective, thoughtful citizens? In a time of 
increasing focus on standardised testing, it seems that developing literacy and numeracy is 
the central concern and curriculum areas such as SOSE which teach for ‘democratic process, 
social justice, ecological and economic sustainability and peace’ are relegated to the 
sidelines. However, as Dewey cautions “If education is life, all life has, from the outset, a 
scientific aspect, an aspect of art and culture, and an aspect of communication. It cannot, 
therefore, be true that proper studies for one grade are mere reading and writing…” (Dewey, 
1897, pp.77-80). As many schools in Queensland have enhanced their focus on literacy and 
numeracy in light of the Flying Start agenda (Queensland Government, 2011), it would be 
cautionary to question the impact this has on teaching in other key learning areas (KLAs). It 
also raises the wider question of ‘what is the primary purpose of education’? 
 
Is it possible that the focus on primarily developing skills for literacy and numeracy is 
changing the role of schools, which is what Dewey was most concerned about? The change in 
focus may not necessarily be advantageous and as Dewey suggests, skills taught in a 
classroom should have a social focus if they are to be meaningful to students but also to the 
larger educational objective which is preparing students for community life. Indeed, one of 
the main areas that students struggled with in recent NAPLAN tests in Queensland were 
comprehension and inference (Fynes-Clinton, 2010), skills that are embedded in Studies of 
Society and Environment (SOSE). For example, students evaluate and extrapolate from 
historical texts or analyse a geographical map or table. SOSE and in particular the inquiry-
based pedagogy on which it rests would have many positive outcomes for the elements 
assessable through national testing to satisfy the Flying Start agenda (Fynes-Clinton, 2010). 
3 
 
According to Littledyke et al (2009), key elements of SOSE are easily connected across each 
KLA and student achievement may even be higher when teachers are knowledgeable about 
how to integrate them effectively (p.229).  
 
When preservice students in a SOSE university unit spent time observing how SOSE is being 
adopted in schools, there were a number of obstacles for their activity. We analyse preservice 
teachers’ experiences for learning how to teach SOSE in the primary school. Many students 
experienced difficulties viewing quality SOSE orientated lessons.  
  
Literature review 
This study focuses on preservice teachers’ experiences for understanding SOSE teaching, and 
the following literature presents a framework for this study around: personal-professional 
skill development, education system requirements, pedagogical skill development, including 
managing students and providing feedback to students, and their reflective practices.  
  
Personal-professional skill development 
In their development towards understanding teaching and learning, preservice teachers need 
to be aware of personal-professional skills required for teaching in schools. They must 
develop confidence as a teacher, which can be developed by taking their theoretical learning 
within the university setting and applying it to the school context. Interacting with teachers in 
schools is shown to be a way to develop self confidence and a professional identity (Lankard, 
1996), which has been noted in other subjects such as science (Beck, Czerniak, & Lumpe, 
2000). Indeed, Enochs, Scharmann, and Riggs (1995) claim that the teacher’s modelling of 
lessons can assist in facilitating the preservice teachers’ confidence for teaching. In Australia, 
primary school teachers are expected to teach across the key learning areas, which can 
include eight or more subject areas. Consequently, there can be subject areas where they may 
not exhibit expertise or positive attitudes for teaching. For instance, one key learning area in 
Queensland is the arts which can encompass dance, music, art, drama and media; a preservice 
teacher may not necessarily have positive attitudes for teaching in all these areas. Similarly, 
primary teachers may have more positive attitudes for teaching science rather than SOSE or 
any other combination of subjects. Positive attitudes for teaching a subject can influence 
students’ attitudes for that subject (e.g., Gourneau, 2005), thus mentor teachers can also have 
an influence on their preservice teachers’ attitudes for SOSE teaching. Their personal-
professional skills extend to developing a teacher-student rapport and effective 
4 
 
communication skills. Maintaining positive teacher-student relationships assists in the 
management of students and the teaching and learning processes (e.g., Porter, 2007; 
Woolfolk & Margetts, 2010).  
 
Education system requirements  
All education systems have requirements to ensure quality control and accountability (Black 
& Wiliam, 1998). Teaching practices draw from theoretical underpinnings and evidence from 
the field, hence, preservice teachers need to think about the links between theory and practice 
(i.e., praxis). They must have an understanding of the presiding syllabus from which they 
draw their aims and directions for teaching. Preservice teachers need an understanding of 
how to plan for teaching a SOSE lesson, including the lesson preparation, content knowledge, 
hands-on activities associated with the learning (Gilbert, 2004). When preservice teachers 
implement a lesson, they must consider the lesson structure with a stimulating introduction, 
hands-on activities in the body of the lesson, and a conclusion that consolidates the key 
concepts (Marsh, 2008). There needs to be consideration of the strategies for assessing 
students’ learning and the types of questions asked during the lesson at each of the 
implementation stages (Black & Wiliam, 1998). SOSE has its own discourse, thus, 
articulating SOSE syllabus language around topics can help to facilitate an understanding of 
the topic. As all lessons can have problems that require solving, preservice teachers need to 
develop strategies for solving teaching problems in which they will “think on their feet” 
during a lesson, that is, reflection-in-action (Schön, 1983) that follows through with on-the-
spot solutions.  
 
Pedagogical skill development 
Managing student behaviour is high on the list of priorities for preservice teachers, for which 
they must understand how to develop a positive emotional climate in the classroom and 
motivating students into learning (Porter, 2007; Woolfolk & Margetts, 2010). Monitoring 
student learning and providing oral and written feedback about their learning can further 
assist students in their development (Hart, 1999). Reflection on practice is considered a 
hallmark for professional growth (Schön, 1983); therefore any school-based experiences need 
to provide opportunities for preservice teachers to reflect and evaluate their practices, 
particularly in seeking new viewpoints for teaching in specific classrooms.  
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Context for this study 
Reviews into teacher education in Australia have been frequent over the past thirty years 
(HRSCEVT, 2007). This is underpinned by the view that the quality of the teacher makes the 
difference to student outcomes (Bishop, 2008; Hattie, 2003; Rowe, 2004). How to best 
prepare teachers with the theoretical and pedagogical knowledge to teach raises issues that 
emerge from the findings of these reviews. Caldwell and Sutton (2010) and the authors of the 
Top of the Class report (HRSCEVT, 2007) note the importance of graduate teachers being 
equipped with the ability to make clear links between theory and practice (praxis) and the gap 
in teacher education programs to make such connections. As a way forward, suggestions are 
presented that include the development of close relationships between universities and 
schools. In partnership, universities can present the theories and concepts required for 
teaching and schools can provide opportunities for planned practical experiences that relate to 
university studies (Brady, 2002). 
 
This study is situated at a small urban campus in Queensland, where a team of education 
academics work towards developing relationships with local schools. As a result, the campus 
was well supported and suggestions for school-based experiences for preservice teachers that 
linked to university studies were considered as a praxis connection from the perspective of 
the collaborating schools. The partnership that developed between the campus and local 
schools heralded an increase in university-school activities. In 2008, the Faculty of Education 
was awarded an Australian grant from the Department of Education, Employment and 
Workplace Relations (DEEWR) entitled “Teacher Education Done Differently” (TEDD). The 
aim of the TEDD project was to incorporate school-based experiences into existing Bachelor 
of Education (primary) coursework offered at the campus. There were 13 university units 
involved in the TEDD project, however, this investigation related directly to the primary 
subject, Studies of Society and its Environment (SOSE). 
 
As part of the university SOSE subject, these third-year preservice teachers were required to 
make three one-day visits to primary classrooms in the last three weeks of their second 
semester. A university email invited six local schools to select teachers who would mentor 
the third-year preservice teachers in SOSE. Discussions with school personnel indicated that 
in some schools teachers volunteered to be mentors and in other schools the executives 
selected mentor teachers with particular skills in teaching SOSE. The school-based 
experiences required preservice teachers to observe how SOSE was embedded in the 
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curriculum during the daily routine and how teachers used inquiry-based approaches to 
engage students in concepts that underpin the curriculum area.  
 
Teachers and preservice teachers were provided with guidelines for the purpose of the visits 
so that each had clear expectations. Teachers were asked to model SOSE lessons and discuss 
with their allocated preservice teachers the rationale behind selecting pedagogical approaches 
used to teach SOSE. Furthermore, it was suggested to teachers that they share their 
knowledge of why they had selected topics and how they constructed their SOSE units of 
work. A focus on planning, questioning techniques and assessment were recommended as a 
way for preservice teachers to analyse and understand how their mentor teachers catered for 
student needs. Throughout the thirteen week subject preservice teachers had studied inquiry-
based learning and were required to develop their own ideas for planning lessons and units of 
work in the SOSE area. It was hoped that the school-based experiences would provide them 
with further ideas and suggestions from experienced teachers to reinforce conceptual 
understandings taught at university and establish praxis. 
 
Data collection and analysis 
This mixed-method study investigated 24 preservice teachers’ school-based experiences. 
These participants were asked to reflect on their observations of SOSE lessons and planning 
in the areas of personal-professional skill development, system requirements, teaching 
practices, student behavior, feedback to students, and reflection on practice. A five-part 
Likert scale survey and extended response questionnaire aimed to gather perceptions of their 
school-based experiences. SPSS was used to generate descriptive statistics (i.e., percentages, 
mean scores, and standard deviations; Kline, 2005).  
 
Survey data provided information about the third-year preservice teachers’ perceptions of 
their school-based experiences through items on the Likert scale with an opening header: 
“During my school-based experiences in SOSE, I felt I developed...”. Literature-based survey 
items were clustered around six categories; both survey items and categories may be noted in 
the results section tables. For instance, one construct is “Student behaviour” and associated 
items included: During my school-based experiences in SOSE, I felt I developed effective 
classroom management; During my school-based experiences in SOSE, I felt I developed a 
positive emotional climate in the classroom; and, During my school-based experiences in 
SOSE, I felt I developed ways to motivate students. Items were constructed around the 
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literature and then randomly distributed on the survey for construct validity (Hittleman & 
Simon, 2006).  
 
A questionnaire was administered to the preservice teachers after their school-based 
experiences leading up to their second four-week practicum. The questionnaire required 
extended written responses to understand their self-reported professional learning about 
SOSE teaching during this period. Examples of some questions are as follows: 
1. What was your most important learning experience during the school-based experience? 
2. How would you improve upon your teaching in this school-based experience? 
3. What specific skills did you develop as a result of this school-based experience? 
4. How was this school-based experience useful to you in your development as a teacher? 
5. Was the workload reasonable and realistic? Why or why not? 
6. Did you need any other support to help you in this school-based experience? If so, what? 
 
Responses were collated to provide explanations about their SOSE learning experiences and 
specific responses also were selected that tended to represent the cohort (Hittleman & Simon, 
2006). Data sources were triangulated to provide further insight into these preservice 
teachers’ SOSE experiences.  
 
Results 
These preservice teachers (n=24) responded to a survey around six categories (personal-
professional skill development, system requirements, teaching practices, student behavior, 
feedback to students, and reflection on practice) linked to their observations of SOSE 
teaching. Responses from the survey showed that majority of preservice teachers only agreed 
with 6 of the 25 items associated with the six categories. Under personal-professional skills, 
these participants agreed they had developed a rapport with the students and were able to 
communicate with them; nevertheless they did not agree that they developed either 
confidence or positive attitudes for teaching SOSE as a result of these experiences (Table 1). 
Indeed, most claimed that as a result of these planned experiences for learning how to teach 
SOSE, they did not have knowledge of the SOSE syllabus used in these classrooms or the 
aims for teaching SOSE (Table 1).  
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Table 1: Personal-professional skill development and system requirements for SOSE teaching 
Category  Item %*  M SD 
Personal-professional skills Rapport with students  86 4.00 0.55 
 Communication with students 86 3.95 0.67 
 Positive attitudes for teaching 38 3.00 1.10 
 Confidence as a teacher 33 2.81 1.25 
System requirements Link theory lectures to practice 52 3.29 1.19 
 Knowledge of syllabus 29 2.67 1.07 
 Aims for teaching 24 2.62 1.07 
* Percentage of participants who agreed or strongly agreed. 
 
Other than experiencing hands-on lesson for teaching SOSE, the majority of these preservice 
teachers indicated they did not agree they had experienced SOSE teaching practices. Indeed, less 
than a quarter could agree that they had experienced a SOSE lesson structure with less than 20% 
indicating they experienced lesson plans, questioning, and assessment for SOSE learning (Table 2). 
Considering 57% claimed they had observed hands-on SOSE learning, it appeared that the other 
teaching practices (e.g., lesson preparation, lesson plans) may not have been explicit to them.  
 
Table 2: Experiences with SOSE teaching practices  
Item %*  M SD 
Hands-on lessons for learning 57 3.14 1.32 
Content knowledge required  29 2.71 1.15 
Lesson preparation  29 2.67 1.28 
Lesson structure  24 2.48 1.21 
Implementation of lesson  24 2.38 1.07 
Lesson plans for teaching 19 2.67 1.07 
Questioning skills for effective teaching 19 2.57 0.98 
Educational syllabus language 19 2.57 1.12 
Strategies for assessing students’ learning  19 2.52 1.08 
Strategies for solving teaching problems 14 2.38 0.92 
* Percentage of participants who agreed or strongly agreed. 
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Classroom management and in particular managing student behaviour are high on the list of 
priorities for preservice teachers. Although a little more than 70% agreed they experienced effective 
classroom management and a positive emotional climate in the SOSE classroom (Table 3), this 
appeared in contrast with many of their qualitative statements. Indeed, less than 50% of the 
preservice teachers could agree that they experienced providing feedback to the students or had 
opportunities to reflect upon SOSE teaching practices (Table 3).  
 
Table 3: Student behaviour, feedback to students, and reflection on practice about SOSE 
teaching 
Category  Item %*  M SD 
Student behaviour Effective classroom management 72 3.52 1.03 
 Positive emotional climate in the classroom 71 3.62 0.92 
 Motivate students 48 3.00 1.23 
Feedback to students Provide oral feedback to students 48 3.24 1.00 
 Provide written feedback to students 10 2.33 0.86 
 Evaluate teaching practices 43 3.19 1.08 
Reflection on practice Reflective practices for improving teaching 43 3.19 1.08 
 New viewpoints 24 2.62 1.02 
* Percentage of participants who agreed or strongly agreed. 
 
These preservice teachers provided extended written responses about their SOSE experiences 
within the three school-based days. For those who observed SOSE lessons, many found that 
the pedagogy used was unrelated to their university studies. One preservice teacher wrote:  
I was placed in a classroom where they rarely did SOSE lessons. He just handed them 
worksheets… He was not a very good role model to watch for teaching SOSE, but I was 
able to see what sort of teacher I did not want to be.  
 
Two other preservice teachers commented that “the SOSE we observed was brief and did not 
demonstrate an inquiry approach” and “the SOSE lessons that were taught were not engaging 
and just worksheets. The only benefit I got out of going to these lessons was to see what not 
to do as students were not motivated or interested”. Another participant noticed, “They do 
literally five minutes of SOSE and I don’t think colouring a flag taught me anything”. As a 
one-off SOSE experience, a preservice teacher conducted a drama lesson to include SOSE, 
for instance, the “SOSE link was through the drama activity I did with the students”. Only 
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two preservice teachers commented positively on observations of SOSE teaching that aligned 
with the theory and practice presented at the university. One preservice teacher stated, “my 
prac was great. I taught a lesson on SOSE and saw the MI [Multiple Intelligence] theory and 
Bloom’s taxonomy integrated in SOSE” and another cited the most successful aspect of the 
school-based experience as “seeing a SOSE lesson in practice in a school, however I only got 
to see one”. Of the preservice teachers who mentioned a positive experience, there were one 
or two SOSE experiences only during the three days. Indeed, one of these two preservice 
teachers highlighted that “my experience was very good but a lot of others complained”. 
 
Several preservice teachers mentioned that their school-based SOSE learning was not a 
valuable, time-efficient experience with statements such as it was “a waste of time” as the 
teacher “was not a very good role model to watch for teaching SOSE”. Others did not receive 
any opportunity to observe a SOSE lesson, “Unfortunately my teacher wasn’t enthusiastic at 
this time with her class” or “Didn’t see a SOSE lesson”. Indeed, these preservice teachers 
recognised the teacher-centred approaches for teaching SOSE and the lack of student 
engagement through the use of worksheets; though it also was suggested that any modelling 
of teaching practices can be a learning experience, including analysing activities intended to 
target the zone of proximal development: “From observations of the SOSE lesson structure it 
became very clear of what not to do. It was also obvious that the ability level of students was 
not on par with EL [Essential Learnings]”. Interestingly, this preservice teacher had an 
understanding of the SOSE syllabus before entering the classroom and identified the student-
learning level. 
 
One of the difficulties claimed by the preservice teachers was the day selected to experience 
SOSE teaching, for instance, “Swimming was on every Tuesday and the teacher during other 
times of the day had non-contact times, rarely saw her teach”. Apart from conflicting school 
schedules that interfered with SOSE teaching, it seemed that most of the teachers in the 
schools were not involved with SOSE lessons during this three-day period. It should be noted 
that primary teachers within the Queensland education system teach across most, if not all, 
the key curriculum areas; consequently many teachers tend to focus on science teaching in 
one school term and SOSE teaching in another term. Anecdotally, it is argued by teachers 
that this alternating approach to teaching curriculum areas allows them to teach the subject in 
more detail within the limited school timetable and overcrowded curriculum.  
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There were other issues associated with this program for advancing their SOSE experiences. 
For instance, although these days were embedded in their university unit to create praxis, a 
few claimed the three days over a three-week period hindered other university work: “right in 
the middle of final assignment”. However, another study (e.g., Hudson, 2010) showed that 
minimal school-based experiences can be positive through explicit guided discovery and is 
welcomed by preservice teachers. Conversely, a few preservice teachers also indicated “more 
prac days than three would have been nice”. There will be tensions between university 
workload and school-based experiences for which university staff and preservice teachers 
need to negotiate.  
 
Considering the number of negative comments, it was surprising that all preservice teachers 
wanted this program to continue with various suggestions for the university to improve the 
program. One preservice teacher commented that, “Unfortunately I didn’t see much SOSE 
but what I did see made me consider there needs to be more real-world issues”. To counteract 
conflicting scheduling of lessons such as selecting the same day each week it was suggested 
that “More days for variety (e.g. Mon, Wed as well) and more than three (e.g. ten days)”, 
“Timing! Not on swimming days”, and “earlier in the semester”. It was recognised that there 
needed to be far more coordination between the university and the school for ensuring SOSE 
would be a focus for the preservice teacher development, for example, “more preparation and 
communication with the teachers and schools” and to “be placed in classes where the teachers 
are conducting SOSE lessons that are relevant to what we are learning at uni”. It was 
important to these preservice teachers that their mentor teachers were committed to providing 
SOSE experiences; hence further coordination between university and schools was required 
to ensure adequate mentor teacher selection.  
 
Discussion and conclusion 
Despite university-school coordination for observing SOSE teaching, this study showed that 
these third-year preservice teachers experienced minimal, if any, observations of SOSE 
teaching in the classroom. These preservice teachers had experienced a four-week practicum 
in their second year of teaching. Furthermore, they had other school-based experiences that 
required them to participate in teaching practices within other key learning areas such as 
science education and present their learning in the form of pedagogical reflections. Therefore, 
they had developed skills for observing teaching practices. Yet, they indicated they had 
experienced the teaching of SOSE on only 6 of the 25 survey items. Although it was over a 
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three-day period, the schools were provided outlines to guide teachers about the purposes of 
the preservice teacher SOSE observation visits. There were minimal explicit SOSE lessons 
with most preservice teachers not viewing any SOSE at all. Indeed, SOSE elements that may 
be observable across the curriculum (strands such as citizenship education or sustainability 
run across a number of KLA) also appeared to be missing from daily classroom routines.  
 
This study may reflect a reality of changing foci of school curriculum and represents some 
larger questions that need to be asked if SOSE cannot be observed through school-based 
placements, intended for such observation. As there are no national or state standardised tests 
for SOSE, more research is required to uncover the extent of SOSE teaching in schools, 
including the duration, topics covered, and the learning students are taking with them.  
Reynolds (2008) presents issues associated with overcrowding the curriculum and the extra 
demands placed on teachers in light of standardised testing with pressures to produce 
outcomes in literacy and numeracy. Reynolds argues that as the pressures increase for 
teachers, less time is being spent on other areas of the curriculum. It infers that possible 
pressures to raise English, mathematics and science standards (e.g., see Masters, 2009) have 
had an impact on the teaching of other key learning areas such as SOSE with the perceived 
“lesser disciplines” being allocated less time. Thus, teachers require further professional 
development to determine how to cater for subjects like SOSE within their overcrowded 
curriculum. Indeed, SOSE must have its own identity, particularly with the range of social 
issues and understandings it aims to address. Fusing SOSE with other key learning areas 
(KLAs) may present an avenue for covering more SOSE in schools; however it will be 
paramount that the subject area is not diluted where it is absorbed by other KLAs and loses 
its identity as an important part of a student’s education.  
 
During teacher preparation, SOSE is shown to be not just a stand-alone disciplinary area but 
also a cross-curricular priority through key elements such as sustainability, Indigenous 
perspectives, gender and values. It should be possible to see evidence of SOSE throughout 
the curriculum if these cross-curricular priorities are being embedded effectively. This 
approach to integration is explicitly taught to pre-service teachers at university but does not 
seem to be reflected in the field. What this raises, when pre-service teachers cannot show 
evidence of experiencing SOSE in the classroom, is that either the cross-curricular emphases 
are not being addressed in the classroom at any level, or that social and environment 
education is so implicit that it was not visible to pre-service teachers who were there for the 
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sole purpose of observing SOSE in the classroom. If they could not report seeing it, then will 
students in the class understand its importance? SOSE is viewed in this way as the very core 
business of what education should hope to achieve, according to Dewey. There may be a 
number of contributory factors but what is clear is the need to pay attention to an area of 
study that should be visible and foundational for each school day as the core of education. If, 
as Dewey suggests, school is for the purpose of creating reflective citizens, then there should 
be evidence of such preparation at many junctures of the school day. During the school visits 
in this study, SOSE seemed hidden or all but forgotten despite schools being informed of the 
nature of the preservice teachers’ observations in the classroom. Marsh and Hart (2010) have 
cautioned that as Australia moves towards a National Curriculum there will be diminished 
opportunities to connect SOSE to other curriculum areas if it is seen as two separate 
disciplines; yet it appears in this current study that SOSE is being marginalised and omitted 
from daily classroom routines. While there can be no clear conclusion here, it seems that 
there is a disconnection between what is being espoused in preservice education and what is 
happening in primary schools.  
 
Preservice teachers in this study attended a university where SOSE is taught with cross-
curricula connections and as a foundation for other learning areas (e.g., graphing around 
SOSE contexts can apply to numeracy), yet this is not evidenced in the field. Notwithstanding 
issues around the overcrowded curriculum, perhaps these results may be explained by a case 
of bad timing, with swimming days and other classroom interruptions impeding on daily 
routines. Nevertheless, the number of preservice teachers in this study not experiencing 
SOSE suggests the teaching arrangements may be the norm. Consequently, preservice 
teachers are not learning about SOSE curriculum and pedagogy within school settings. 
Despite clear guidelines for schools and teachers around SOSE observations for these 
preservice teachers, university-school collaboration needs to be more explicit with possible 
selection of mentor teachers who are willing to partake in SOSE teaching, rather than leaving 
it to chance. School executives, teachers and university staff need to be part of the process to 
ensure preservice teachers are receiving quality SOSE teaching experiences that will assist in 
their pedagogical development. Education in primary SOSE may not reach optimum levels 
for students without preservice teacher development of SOSE teaching skills through quality 
school-based experiences. Preservice teachers are the next line of professionals to build an 
education system. Although this study has identified the barriers presented in their SOSE 
14 
 
school-based experiences, the question remains: How can SOSE be taught in an overcrowded 
curriculum? 
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